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This paper reports on the first study of the structure of the Mini-IPIP in Thailand. A modified version was used that 

included additional Honesty-Humility items. A four-factor structure was found in a Southern Thai community sample 

(N=212), that did not match previously reported factor structures. When using a separate student sample (N=201), the 

structure was partially replicated.  Two socially oriented dimensions (Social Approach versus Social Withdrawal; 

Traditional Affiliation), Neuroticism, and a broad Egotism factor capturing low Humility and low Conscientiousness 

items, emerged. The trait structure in this non-Western sample shows some meaningful divergence from standard five-

factor models, suggesting possible cultural modulation of basic personality descriptions. 
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There is general consensus that personality in Western sam-

ples can be described in five major dimensions, the so-called 

Big Five or Five-Factor model (FFM) of personality (Gold-

berg, 1990; McCrae & John, 1992), comprising Conscien-

tiousness (C), Agreeableness (A), Neuroticism (N), Open-

ness (Intellect) (O/I) and Extraversion (E). Yet, a significant 

number of recent studies with non-Western and non-student 

samples has suggested that personality structures cannot be 

replicated or are organized differently depending on the lo-

cal cultural and social context (Cheung et al., 2001; Church 

et al., 2011; De Raad et al., 2014; Laajaj et al., 2019; Nel et 

al., 2012; Saucier et al., 2014; Schmitt et al., 2007; Thal-

mayer et al., 2020).  Applications of Big Five instruments in 

mainly student samples from around the world have shown 

relatively consistent levels of replication in most Western 

nations, but indeed with relatively poorer replicability in 

many of the African and some Asian samples (Church et al., 

2011; Laajaj et al., 2019; McCrae, 2001; McCrae et al., 

2005; Schmitt et al., 2007). The only Thai sample available 

to date was an observer report in McCrae et al. (2005) which 

showed generally satisfactory factor congruence with the 

US target structure (but with some problems for the Open-

ness factor). Gurven et al. (2012) administered a 44-item 

FFM inventory to a large sample of Tsimane forager-horti-

culturalists in the Amazonian low-lands in Bolivia. Using 

both self- and spouse-reports, the target rotated factor struc-

ture showed poor congruence with the US target structure. 

An exploratory factor analysis of the data suggested two sta-

ble factors that were replicated across both self- and spouse 

reports. The first factor captured a number of E and A items 

and  was labelled Prosociality.  The second factor had load- 

 

 

ings of a number of C items and was called Industriousness.  

The previous studies were based on applications of ex-

isting questionnaires in culturally-diverse samples. A differ-

ent option is to start off with person descriptions in each lan-

guage and to derive a factor structure based on culture- and 

language-specific data. Culture-specific studies have sug-

gested that additional factors or more differentiated factors 

may emerge within non-Western cultures. For example, 

Cheung developed a series of studies in Chinese societies 

(Cheung et al., 2001; 2008) which found an additional inter-

personal relatedness factor. A research program using per-

son descriptions in eleven indigenous languages in South 

Africa (Nel et al., 2012; Valchev et al., 2013; 2014) found a 

larger number of clusters that differentiate social-relational 

aspects of relevance in more collectivistic and group-ori-

ented cultures.  According to Ashton et al. (2004) and Ash-

ton and Lee (2005; 2007), psycho-lexical studies comprise 

six instead of five major factors, forming the so-called 

HEXACO model of personality (Honesty-Humility, Emo-

tionality, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, 

Openness/Intellect). Three of the factors (C, E, and O/I) 

were straight replications of the traditional Big Five. Agree-

ableness and Emotionality differed from A and N in the Big 

Five tradition by rotating some dimension content (Ashton 

& Lee, 2007). HEXACO Emotionality captures emotional 

reactivity rather than emotional instability, excludes Anger 

(part of N in the Big Five) and includes sentimentality (part 

of A in Big Five). Agreeableness in the HEXACO model 

excludes sentimentality and includes lack of anger. There-

fore, the A factor in the HEXACO model is less emotion-

ally-charged and captures the more interpersonal aspects of 

patience, tolerance and peacefulness. The additional sixth 

factor is Honesty-Humility, which captures some content 

that is included in the A factor of the Big Five (De Raad et 

al., 2014). This factor is characterized by personality traits 

related to sincerity, fairness, being unpretentious and a lack 

of greed.  
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These  claims of a possibly universal five or six factor 

structure created significant interest. Yet, other lexical stud-

ies of personality descriptions only recovered two (Saucier 

et al., 2014) or three (De Raad et al., 2010; 2014) factors 

consistently across cultures. De Raad et al. (2010) reported 

that three factors (related to E, A, C) formed the most con-

sistent and stable personality configuration across their sam-

ples. Saucier et al. (2014) reported the emergence of two big 

factors across cultures, which they labelled Social Self-Reg-

ulation and Dynamism (see also De Raad et al., 2014). The 

first of these two factors was strongly related to aspects of 

communion, morality, warmth, interpersonal nurturance, 

and absence of externalizing problems. The second was 

characterized by correlations with factors capturing agency, 

competence, dominance, and absence of internalizing prob-

lems, possibly suggesting relations to biological process 

variables (e.g., reward sensitivity). Some similarities of 

these two factors with the factors Industriousness and Pro-

sociality reported in Gurven et al. (2012) are noticeable.  

In summary, when applying Western personality ques-

tionnaires to non-Western (primarily student) samples with 

high levels of education, five factors are typically encoun-

tered, although factor congruence can be marginal in some 

Asian and African populations. When studying samples 

with lower levels of education and outside a self-selected 

internet context, factor structures tend to replicate more 

poorly (Laajaj et al., 2019). It is possible that simpler struc-

tures emerge in socioeconomically poorer contexts where 

individuals do not have the resources or opportunities to dif-

ferentially express behavioral predispositions (Fischer, 

2017; Lukaszewski et al., 2017).  

In this paper, I report on the translation and application 

of a short personality measure based on the Big Five with 

an added sixth Honesty-Humility factor (Donnellan et al., 

2006; Sibley et al., 2011) in Thailand. There has been a 

dearth of studies in the international literature that have ex-

plicitly tested Western personality tests, which makes Thai-

land an interesting study context. The only paper published 

in international peer-reviewed journals to the best of my 

knowledge is the observer report data from McCrae et al. 

(2005), which showed poorer replication of the Big Five 

structure. Thailand is located in South East Asia and has 

never been formerly colonized by a Western nation, which 

has led to maintenance of traditional cultural structures and 

greater cultural continuity over the centuries. It is a cultur-

ally diverse nation, but with a strong collectivistic and com-

munity orientation and more traditional cultural values 

(Hofstede, 2001; Inglehart & Baker, 2000). Hence, it is 

worth exploring the applicability of a personality measure 

in this culturally distinct context.  

I report on data from two Thai samples, including one 

community sample, using a short instrument to measure per-

sonality that has been used with US, Canadian, British, New 

Zealand, and Chinese participants (Baldasaro et al., 2013; 

Cooper et al., 2010; Donnellan et al., 2006; Li et al., 2012; 

Sibley et al., 2011).  

 
Study 1 

 

The first study administered a new translation of the mini-

IPIP6 (Sibley et al., 2011). Given the challenges of replicat-

ing personality structures in community samples, it presents 

a first challenge for the replicability of the personality struc-

ture in this more traditional context. 

 
METHOD 

 
Participants 

 

A total of 212 community members (114 males) partici-

pated. The mean age was 26.9 years (SD=10.1). Participants 

were recruited in the main streets of a large town in Southern 

Thailand and they were invited to answer a short survey.  

 
Measures 

 

I used an adapted version of the Mini-IPIP (Donnellan et al., 

2006) which included four honesty-humility items devel-

oped by Sibley et al. (2011). After discussion with local 

community members, I used a 6-point Likert-type scale 

ranging from 1 (completely agree) to 6 (completely disa-

gree). The items were translated by a bilingual psychologist 

in discussion with the author to clarify the meanings of each 

item. The translated version was then checked by a univer-

sity professor in Thailand and by a professional translator. 

Minor adjustments were made for each item. The final ver-

sion was discussed with a sample of 20 community volun-

teers and no further adjustments deemed necessary.  

 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 
I first conducted a confirmatory factor analysis with MPlus6 

(Muthen & Muthen, 2011). I used the structure reported by 

Sibley et al. (2011) with five factors as found in the standard 

Mini-IPIP and four added honesty-humility items. I re-

moved nine individuals that did not discriminate between 

questions. The six-factor structure did not fit well: Χ2 (237, 

N = 198) = 918.77, p < .0001, RMSEA = .121, CFI = .59, 

TLI = .52, SRMR = .116. All fit indices indicated poor 

model fit of the data to the hypothesized model. This is a 

common finding in the personality literature (Marsh et al., 

2004; McCrae et al., 1996), and it has also been reported for 

mini-IPIP applications (Baldasaro et al., 2013; Cooper et al., 

2010).   

An alternative strategy recommended for fitting person-

ality structures is Procrustean Factor Rotation (McCrae et 

al., 1996). I used the original six factor structure from a rep-

resentative sample of NZ citizens (Sibley et al., 2011) as in-

put and used established guidelines for examining factor 

similarity (Fischer & Fontaine, 2011; Fischer & Karl, 2019).   

Table 1 reports on the factor loadings after procrustean 

rotation. Inspecting the factor loadings, all but three items 

loaded highest on their specified factor after rotation. How-

ever, loadings were relatively uneven and a number of size-

able cross-loadings can be observed.  To quantify the resem-

blance, factor congruence coefficients of .90 or higher are 

taken as adequate (Fischer & Fontaine, 2011; Fischer & 

Karl, 2019). As Table 1 shows, I found poor factor recovery 

across all indicators (mean Tucker’s phi = .60). Even using 

the more lenient criterion of .85 (ten Berge, 1986), only the 

first factor,  loaded by  O/I items,  showed statistical resem- 
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blance to the factor structure found in a representative sam-

ple of NZ adults. The reliabilities for the original structure 

were relatively low. The factor loaded by Honesty-humility  

items (factor 4) showed sufficient reliability and both Open-

ness (factor 1) and Neuroticism (factor 2) showed internal 

consistencies above .60, which may be sufficient for re-

search instruments.  

I therefore conducted further exploratory analyses to 

identify plausible structures. Exploratory Graph Analysis 

has been suggested as a robust method for identifying opti-

mal factor numbers in high-dimensional data structures (Go-

lino et al., 2020; Golino & Epskamp, 2017). I ran a boot-

strapped (resampling) Exploratory Graph Analysis with 

1000 bootstrap samples and a walktrap clustering algorithm. 

A single factor emerged in less than 1% of the solutions, two 

factors in 32.1% of the solutions, three factors in 41.3% and 

four factors in 20.5%, while five factors emerged in 4.7% of 

the bootstrap samples. I therefore extracted both three and 

four factor solutions using Exploratory Factor Analysis with 

varimax rotation. The Eigenvalues of the first four factors 

were 3.72, 2.74, 2.13, and 2.09 and these explained 15%, 

11%, 9% and 9% of the extracted variance, respectively. I 

report on the four-factor structure in Table 2, because the 

three-factor structure merges factor 2 and 4 into a single fac-

tor. The three factor solution explained 47.48% of the vari-

ance, whereas the four-factor solution explained 53.70% of 

the total variance.  

The first factor had loadings primarily from O, A and E 

items. These items capture a sense of social withdrawal and 

lack of curiosity in intellectual and social issues. Although 

the highest loading item is O-04 (not interested in abstract 

ideas), the other loadings of A-04 (not interested in others), 

E-03 (keep in the background), A-02 (not interested in other 

people’s problems) and E-02 (don’t talk a lot) suggest a 

more social dimension. Being involved and taking a keen 

interest in other people’s life is a central activity in interper-

sonally-oriented communities. In the highly collectivistic 

and group-oriented context of this sample, the emergence of 

these items as a factor seems to suggest a negative trait clus-

ter of social withdrawal and disinterest in the matters of oth-

ers. Therefore, I labelled it ‘Social Withdrawal (vs. Social 

Approach)’.  

Factor 2 captured three of the four N items and I there-

fore labelled this factor ‘Neuroticism’. O-01 (vivid imagi-

nation) loaded highest on this factor, which may be compat-

ible with an orientation towards rumination (ceaseless con-

sideration of problems and their possible outcomes). This 

item also showed cross-loadings on N in the representative 

sample by Sibley et al. (2011). It is interesting to note that 

the reversely coded N4 (seldom feel blue – translated as 

‘rarely depressed’) loaded positively on this factor. Alt-

hough it may indicate some response bias, I believe it is 

more  likely to  reflect substantive factors.  The item shows  

Table 1. Procrustean target rotated loadings of exploratory factor analysis 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

E-01 Am the life of the party 0.09 0.07 -0.04 0.18 0.60 -0.38 

E-02 Don't talk a lot (r) 0.21 0.10 -0.02 0.25 0.36 -0.25 

E-03 Keep in the background (r) 0.25 0.11 -0.11 0.24 0.45 -0.23 

E-04 Talk to a lot of different people at parties 0.05 0.01 0.04 0.28 0.54 -0.31 

A-01 Sympathize with others' feelings 0.07 -0.25 0.72 0.02 -0.03 -0.08 

A-02 Am not interested in other people's problems (r) 0.31 -0.07 0.26 0.08 -0.05 0.02 

A-03 Feel others' emotions 0.06 -0.20 0.66 -0.04 -0.05 -0.11 

A-04 Am not really interested in others (r) 0.34 -0.13 0.34 0.12 0.00 0.00 

C-01 Get chores done right away -0.15 0.23 0.23 -0.12 0.37 0.36 

C-02 Like order -0.16 0.24 0.24 -0.22 0.28 0.35 

C-03 Make a mess of things (r) 0.14 0.02 0.02 -0.11 0.30 0.48 

C-04 Often forget to put things back in their proper place (r) 0.10 0.25 0.09 -0.08 0.27 0.45 

N-01 Have frequent mood swings  0.05 0.63 0.11 -0.15 -0.15 -0.28 

N-02 Am relaxed most of the time (r) 0.11 0.49 0.07 -0.09 -0.20 -0.08 

N-03 Get upset easily -0.09 0.49 0.23 -0.13 -0.11 -0.23 

N-04 Seldom feel blue (r) 0.17 0.40 0.05 -0.14 -0.18 -0.07 

O-01 Have a vivid imagination 0.34 0.18 0.01 -0.09 -0.01 -0.12 

O-02 Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas (r) 0.66 -0.04 -0.16 -0.12 -0.10 0.18 

O-03 Do not have a good imagination (r) 0.51 0.06 -0.08 -0.04 -0.02 0.05 

O-04 Am not interested in abstract ideas (r) 0.67 -0.03 -0.03 -0.08 -0.13 0.11 

H-01 Feel entitled to more of everything (r) -0.06 0.05 0.09 0.52 -0.13 0.22 

H-02 Deserve more things in life (r) -0.04 0.16 0.04 0.67 -0.13 0.21 

H-03 Would like to be seen driving around in a very expensive car (r) -0.03 0.27 0.06 0.62 -0.24 0.26 

H-04 Would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods (r) -0.06 0.24 0.03 0.64 -0.18 0.19 
       

Tucker’s Phi .80 .68 .60 .64 .44 .46 
       

Cronbach’s alpha .66 .63 .53 .75 .55 .40 

Note: E, A, C, N, O, & H respectively represent Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness, and Honesty. r = reverse. 
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some weak secondary loading on the first ‘Social With-

drawal’ factor. In addition, the other two N items capture 

hostility (N-03 ‘upset’ was translated with a word implying 

‘angry’).  The remaining items (H-01: feel entitled and E-

01: life of the party) also capture personality traits that de-

scribe a self-focused individual, bordering on a narcistic or 

histrionic description of a person.  

Factor 3 is defined by strong loadings of the two emo-

tion-focused A items and an Emotional Stability item (N-

02: relaxed most of the time). This is reminiscent of the first 

factor found by Gurven et al. (2012) in a traditional Tsimane 

sample. All these items capture a prosocial orientation or af-

filiation (Katigbak et al., 1996). Two C items also loaded 

moderately high on this factor (C-02: Like order; C-01: Get 

chores done), suggesting an inclination to fit into the larger 

order and actively contributing to maintaining order. I there-

fore labelled this factor ‘Traditional Affiliation’.  

The final factor had loadings from two of the negative 

Honest-Humility items, two reversed C items (C-03: make 

a mess; C-04: forget to put things back) and one E item (E-

04: talk to a lot of different people at parties). The combina-

tion of the reversed H and C items together with the negative 

connotation in this cultural context associated with talking 

to a lot of people may imply a personality profile of an indi-

vidual geared towards a hedonistic and luxurious lifestyle 

without consideration of others. Such individuals pursue 

pleasure and luxury, may act carelessly with material things 

and do not put them back in their proper place. Therefore, I 

named this factor ‘Egotism’. The second and last factor 

shared a negative connotation, with a focus on self-centered 

and emotionally charged behaviors. When extracting a three 

factor solution, these ‘Neuroticism’ and ‘Egoism’ factors 

merge into one larger factor, suggesting that these two fac-

tors may be more similar with each other.  

This structure was reported in a community sample. 

Much of previous personality research has been conducted 

with student samples. Therefore, it is important to evaluate 

whether this structure is sample specific. I therefore at-

tempted to replicate the structure in a more highly educated 

and younger sample of young adults studying at a local large 

university. 

 
Study 2 

 
METHOD 

 
A student sample (N=201, 89 males) of undergraduate and 

Masters students at the largest university in Southern Thai-

land participated in this study. Mean age was 24.0 years 

(SD=4.4 years). The same survey as in study 1 was used. 

Participants completed the survey at the university during 

class time.  

 

Table 2. Exploratory Principal Component Analysis 

 Social  

Withdrawal Neuroticism Affiliation Egotism 

O-04 Am not interested in abstract ideas (r) 0.82 0.06 0.09 0.14 

A-04 Am not really interested in others (r) 0.77 0.22 -0.05 0.24 

O-03 Do not have a good imagination (r) 0.67 0.03 0.18 0.16 

O-02 Have difficulty understanding abstract ideas (r) 0.60 0.30 0.17 0.09 

E-03 Keep in the background (r) 0.58 0.04 0.20 0.01 

A-02 Am not interested in other people's problems (r) 0.55 0.20 -0.02 0.27 

E-02 Don't talk a lot (r) 0.40 0.11 0.22 0.06 

O-01 Have a vivid imagination -0.04 0.72 0.24 0.13 

H-01 Feel entitled to more of everything (r) 0.11 0.63 0.32 0.18 

N-01 Have frequent mood swings  0.19 0.60 0.07 0.14 

N-03 Get upset easily 0.29 0.52 -0.07 0.14 

N-04 Seldom feel blue (r) 0.28 0.45 0.07 0.15 

E-01 Am the life of the party 0.01 0.44 0.36 0.26 

A-03 Feel others' emotions 0.07 0.11 0.62 0.11 

N-02 Am relaxed most of the time (r) 0.28 -0.01 0.62 0.16 

A-01 Sympathize with others' feelings 0.07 0.07 0.59 0.13 

C-02 Like order 0.31 0.12 0.40 -0.17 

C-01 Get chores done right away 0.03 0.26 0.38 -0.03 

H-02 Deserve more things in life (r) 0.30 0.33 0.36 0.30 

H-04 Would get a lot of pleasure from owning expensive luxury goods (r) 0.15 0.14 0.13 0.84 

H-03 Would like to be seen driving around in a very expensive car (r) 0.27 0.42 0.00 0.50 

E-04 Talk to a lot of different people at parties 0.11 0.27 0.25 0.48 

C-03 Make a mess of things (r) 0.34 0.27 0.00 0.44 

C-04 Often forget to put things back in their proper place (r) 0.37 0.21 0.17 0.41 
     

Cronbach’s alpha .85 .78 .71 .78 

Note: E, A, C, N, O, & H respectively represent Extraversion, Agreeableness, Conscientiousness, Neuroticism, Openness, and Honesty. r = reverse. 
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RESULTS 

 
I tested whether the four-factor structure from Study 1 was 

replicated in Study 2. Given the problems with confirmatory 

factor analysis, I used procrustean rotation as in study 1. A 

minimum residual analysis (Revelle, 2021) revealed six fac-

tors with Eigenvalues larger than 1. These six factors to-

gether explained 38% of the variance. An Exploratory 

Graph Analysis using 1000 bootstrap samples and a 

walktrap clustering algorithm showed a modal structure of 

three factors (30.6% of the solutions), followed by four fac-

tor structures (26.4%). Therefore, I extracted both three 

(29% explained variance) and four factor structures (33% 

explained variance). I then rotated them to maximal similar-

ity with the previously described “community” structure. 

The Tucker’s phi values were .93, .93, and .79 for the three 

factor structure. This suggests that the ‘Traditional Affilia-

tion’ factor was not well replicated in this younger cohort. 

For the four-factor solution, Tucker’s Phi values were .94, 

.91, .70, and .79. This suggests that factor 1 (Social With-

drawal) and 2 (Neuroticism) were clearly replicated, 

whereas factors 3 (Traditional Affiliation) and 4 (Egoism) 

showed some divergence across the community and student 

samples. This second sample consisted of participants at-

tending university, suggesting that education may have an 

influence on the structure of personality traits in Thai sam-

ples.  

 
DISCUSSION 

 
I reported on a brief self-report personality measure in Thai-

land, extending previous research in a number of directions. 

The trait structure that was found in the used samples dif-

fered in some meaningful way from standard five- or six-

factor models in the Western literature, suggesting that local 

context may modulate the expression of personality as cap-

tured by self-report measures (Fischer, 2017; Gurven et al., 

2013; Gurven, 2018).  

I could not replicate the six-factor personality structure 

found in NZ samples nor the proposed theoretical structure. 

Only O/I showed some statistical resemblance to factors 

found in previous samples. It is interesting to note that the 

Intellect components of O/I was not replicated in the studies 

by de Raad and colleagues (De Raad et al., 2010; 2014), but 

research in South Africa suggested clear O-related factors in 

a number of African languages (Nel et al., 2012; Thalmayer 

et al., 2020). When examining the structure of the subse-

quent exploratory factor analysis, the O/I-items that capture 

interest, lack of imagination and difficulty to understand ab-

stract ideas merged with those Agreeableness items that fo-

cus on (the life of and the interest in) other individuals. To-

gether, I interpreted this as a dimension of social approach 

vs withdrawal/disengagement. Traits related to O may take 

on a particular social orientation and function in non-West-

ern contexts (Nel et al., 2012). However, it is also important 

to highlight the difficulty to adequately cover a complex 

trait such as O/I within a short instrument.  

I found a factor resembling N. This may be expected 

given the strong biological basis that is thought to underlie 

N across a large number of samples. The opposite loading 

of the depression-related item is noteworthy. It may indicate 

that N in these samples were associated with hostility rather 

than with self-centred withdrawal and depression-like be-

havioral expressions. The culture-specific expression of bi-

ologically sustained personality dimensions requires more 

attention (Gurven et al., 2013). At the same time, the origi-

nal term ‘seldom feeling blue’ was not translatable. Instead, 

an expression indicating ‘rarely depressed’ was used, but the 

negation may have made the item difficult to comprehend. 

Reflecting work by Ashton and Lee (2007), a more nar-

rowly defined H factor emerged that also captured a number 

of items related to C (indicating carelessness with material 

things). Wanting luxury goods and showing off one’s wealth 

may be signals of social status (access to material resources) 

and indicate a lack of humility. This underscores the im-

portance to pay more attention to H as a potential personal-

ity factor in a global perspective.  The merger of the N and 

putative H-factor are also worth exploring further. It may 

suggest that emotional processing and expression are con-

nected to social status expressions within more hierarchical 

traditional societies. 

Finally, a factor emerged with strong loadings from A 

items together with other items that refer to a relaxed and 

orderly, but also very sociable personality. This may fit ob-

servations that interpersonal orientations are important in 

more collectivistic contexts (Cheung et al., 2001; 2008; 

Cheung et al., 2011; Nel et al., 2012). Overall, the structure 

shows some resemblance to traditional Big Five factors, but 

it suggests that the expression of universal biological dispo-

sitions that are assumed to underlie personality traits are 

shaped by the local sociocultural context (Fischer, 2017; 

Gurven et al., 2013).  

 
Limitations & Future Research 

 

I used a short self-report measure. This instrument had been 

used in a number of previous samples, but to date no self-

reported personality study has been conducted in a Thai con-

text. The failure to replicate the classic Big Five or FFM 

structure may be driven by underrepresentation of trait con-

tent due to using a short instrument (Fischer & Fontaine, 

2011), semantic shifts during the translation, or the possibil-

ity of a different trait structure in this particular culture. A 

study of Chinese community members  (Li et al., 2012) had 

replicated the five-factor structure, suggesting that the short 

form of the questionnaire may not be the primary reason. I 

used a committee translation approach (Hambleton & Zen-

isky, 2010) and checked the translation carefully with bilin-

gual researchers and professional translators. Yet, it is not 

possible to completely rule out alternative interpretations of 

trait terms in this understudied community. Participants re-

peatedly commented that the context is important for de-

scribing a person in the Thai culture, even though the items 

themselves are understandable. Potentially, respondents 

may have used different contexts when answering these 

items. Administering decontextualized Western-based per-

sonality tests in non-Western and traditional communities is 

challenging (Church et al., 2012). Future research needs to 

pay more attention to the conceptualization of traits in non-

Western, low-income, and low-education samples (Church 

et al., 2012; Fischer, 2017; Gurven et al., 2013). 

Another problem is the use of negatively phrased items, 

which often show up as separate factors in both Western and 
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non-Western samples (Abubakar & Fischer, 2012; Church 

et al., 2012; Gurven et al., 2013). Some of the cross-loadings 

suggest that item content and valence of the terms may be 

confounded in this study. Future studies should reconsider 

the need for positively and negatively phrased items in short 

instruments (see Hendriks et al., 1999).   

One option for future research in field settings is to use 

recording devices and observations that capture personality 

relevant behaviors, physiological parameters and natural 

speech which can then be further analyzed. These unobtru-

sive measures are independent of self-reports, but can in-

form us about key behavioral characteristics that signal per-

sonality processes and may also be used for more contextu-

alized personality instruments. It might be possible to col-

lect observer ratings (Gurven et al., 2013), although these 

could be challenged on the basis of observer biases. Sponta-

neous self-descriptions of participants or solicited reports on 

their own behavior could be used for lexical analyses and 

content analysis (Boer & Fischer, 2012; Boyd & Penne-

baker, 2017; Fischer et al., 2020). In summary, an analysis 

of a brief personality measure suggested a partially replica-

ble alternative structure. An important frontier for the fur-

ther development of personality science is to focus on vari-

ations in personality structure as captured in self-report 

measures and examine the origins and functionality of these 

personality factors in a global perspective.  
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